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Period for Reply 


A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 1 33). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1 )G3 Responsive to communication(s) filed on 06 May 2004 . 
2a)K This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) ^ Claim(s) 1,11-18 and 20-31 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) ^ Claim(s) 1.11-18 and 20-31 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) 0 Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) ^ The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)^ The drawing(s) filed on 27 July 2001 is/are: a)D accepted or b)^ objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
1 1 )□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-1 52. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12)^ Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)E3 All b)D Some * c)D None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. Q Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. ^ Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Drawings 

1 . The drawings are objected to under 37 CFR 1 .83(a). The drawings must show 
every feature of the invention specified in the claims. Therefore, the stator supported 
exclusively or solely by the base plate and the stator supported without connection to 
the housing the stator supported exclusively by the base plate, the substantial portion 
and substantially all of the baseplate not connecting the housing must be shown or the 
features canceled from the claims. No new matter should be entered. 

A proposed drawing correction or corrected drawings are required in reply to the 
Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. The objection to the drawings 
will not be held in abeyance. 

Specification 

2. The objection to the abstract is withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

3. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

4. Claims 1,11-18, and 20-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as 
failing to comply with the written description requirement. The claims contains subject 
matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably 
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convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventors, at the time the application 
was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 

Claims 1, 11-18, and 20-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as 
failing to comply with the enablement requirement. The claims contains subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in 
the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use 
the invention. 

The specification does not enable or contain a full, clear, concise, and exact 
written description of the stator supported exclusively or solely by the base plate and 
the stator supported without connection to the housing. The stator clearly is supported 
by the non-rigid connection 12 to the shaft support 15, which is part of the housing 3. 
The specification page 3, line 13 particularly defines the connection as reducing the 
torque transmissions, which means that some torque is transmitted through the 
coupling. Therefore the claims are not supported or enabled by the specification. 

Claims 30 and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. The claims contains subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to 
one skilled in the relevant art that the inventors, at the time the application was filed, 
had possession of the claimed invention. There is no support in the specification for a 
substantial portion or substantially all of the base plate area not contacting the housing. 
Claims 30 and 31 are rejected as being new matter. 
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5. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

6. Claims 12-17, and 20-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, 
as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. Claims 1, 12-17, 19-29 are vague and 
indefinite because it is unclear how the stator can be retained by the shaft support or 
have a flexible couple with the shaft support, while at the same time being solely or 
exclusive supported by the base plate. If there is a connection between the stator and 
shaft support then there base plate is not the sole/exclusive support. 

Claims 30 and 31 are vague and indefinite because the specification does not 
provide any guidance as to what constititutes "a substantial portion" or "substantially all" 
of the area of the base plate. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

7. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

8. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being clearly anticipated by Beppu 
et al. (Beppu)(US 5008573). Beppu teaches a motor having a housing 12 with a 
bearing support (for bearings 5b) with a stator traversed by the bearings support and a 
base plate fastened to the housing at 42 but not over the entire area of the housing, 
where transmission of torque can only occur through the baseplate. 
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9. Claims 1,11, and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being clearly 
anticipated by Maughan et al. (Maughan)(US 5,365,388). Maughan teaches an 
electromotive drive with a housing 42 having a stator mounted around but not in contact 
with the shaft support and connected to the housing only through the baseplate 17, 
which is connected to the housing by a torque coupling screw. The baseplate 17 
connect to the housing 42 by less than the entire area of the baseplate (see the grid of 
baseplate 1 1 in figure 3, and the cross-section of figure 5). 


10. Claims 1,11 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being clearly 
anticipated by Takahashi (JP 05-199,721). Takahashi teaches an electromotive drive 9 
with a housing 6 having a stator 10 mounted around but not in contact with the shaft 
support 7. The stator being supported solely and exclusively by the baseplate 20, which 
includes a rigid, torque transmission couple 15 at surface of the housing only at the 
select points of the housing at 15 (claim 1), the baseplate attached at less than the 
entire area of the baseplate (see figure 2 showing substantially all of the area of the 
baseplate is not connecting the housing, only the inner and outer edges). 


Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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12. Claims 12, 15-18, 24, and 26-31, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable by Takahashi (JP 05-199,721), in further view of by von der Heide et al. 
(von der Heide)(US 4,647,803). Takahashi teaches every aspect of the invention 
except the use of the resilient member between the stator support and the stator. Von 
der Heide teaches an electromotive drive with a housing 26 having a stator mounted 
around but not in contact with the shaft support 22, with an o-ring 54 in a groove 55 to 
reduce noise. It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to construct the motor of Takahashi with the o-rings of von der 
heide to reduce noise. 

13. Claims 13, 14, and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable by Takahashi (JP 05-199,721 ) and von der Heide et al. (von der 
Heide)(US 4,647,803) in further view of Norton et al. (Norton) (GB 2,293,695). 
Takahashi and Von der Heide teaches every aspect of the invention except a viscous 
medium or grease in the gap. Norton teaches that grease (a viscous medium) is used 
to dampened vibration with the stator support. It would have been obvious to a person 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to construct the motor of Takahashi 
and von der Heide with the gap having grease to reduce vibrations. 

14. Claims 20-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
von der Heide et al. (von der Heide)(US 4,647,803), in further view of Komatsu (JP 09- 
149,602). Von der Heide teaches the circuit board is extrusion coated to absorb sound. 
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Von der Heide teaches every aspect of the invention except a base with a punch out 
grip and a torque coupling means to ground the stator. Komatsu teaches the stator 
grounded through a circuit board base with a punch out grid by a conductor tract and to 
the housing by terminals 8. It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to construct the motor of von der Heide with the stator 
grounded through a circuit board base to reduce harmful electromagnetic noise as 
taught by Komatsu. 

15. Claim 23 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over von der 
Heide et al. (von der Heide)(US 4,647,803) and Komatsu (JP 09-149,602). Von der 
Heide and Komatsu teach every aspect of the invention except the plastic extrusion 
coating. Von der Heide teaches the circuit board is coated with polyurethane, but does 
not teach the coating being plastic. It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to construct the motor of Von der Heide and 
Komatsu with a plastic coating because it has been held that selection of the material 
based on intended use is within the ordinary skill in the art (see In re Leshin, 125 USPQ 
416). 

Response to Arguments 

16. Applicants arguments filed May 6, 2004 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. The Applicant's argument that the claims have been amended to 
remove the stator being solely or exclusively by the base plate relative to the housing is 
not persuasive because the claim maintain these limitations. Therefore the objection to 
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the drawings and claims are maintained. The examiner notes that the specification 
particularly defines the stator support as "The transmission of torque moment occurs 
essentially only via the coupling of the stator with the remaining housing and not 
through the shaft support", page 2, line 33; which is not "solely" or "exclusively" as set 
forth in the claims. The Applicant's argument regarding the non-rigid connections are 
not persuasive because Takahashi and Maughan teach the non-rigid connection over a 
substantial portion of the baseplate. 

Conclusion 

17. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new grounds of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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1 8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Karl I.E. Tamai whose telephone number is (571) 272 - 
2036. 

The examiner can be normally contacted on Monday through Friday from 8:00 
am to 4:00 pm. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Mr. Darren Schuberg, can be reached at (571) 272 - 2044. The 
facsimile number for the Group is (703) 872 - 9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Karl I Tamai 

PRIMARY PATENT EXAMINER Pft/J?* 1 t M*ai 

July 19, 2004 ^^INB* 


